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REMARKS 

Favorablereconsidera^^^ 

The test for determiu^^ 

purposes of a reieeuonun^^^^ 

To establish aprim* /M case of obviousness, three basic criteria 

^ K there muse be some «^ 
Hrt,« in the references themselves or in flic knowledge generally 

Z comhine reference teachings- Second, there must be • * ~"«™ 
Ration Of success. W^^^^ 
X combined) must teach or suggest all the claim bnulal m 1 he 
tedLc or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the 

Z not based on applicant's disclosure. In rc Va«X, 947 F.2d488, 20 
USPQ2d 1438 (fed. Cit. 1991). 
Therefore, if the above-identified criLeria are not met, then the cited references) fails to 

^obvioustbec^^ 
cited reference^). 

Claims 1-8, 19^1 20 were rCjeetedunder35U.S.C.§ 103(a)* allegedly being 
unpatentableovcrAuc^^ 

AucsmithandMarbo, considered Sfflfil y or m conation, M to teach or attest the clauned 
invention as set forth in ameroled claim 1 and its dependents. 
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Au^th^close^^^ 

Manno disclose, a method of confine the recei « with an cncrypuon key ««L t or 

SC neratmgatfce—^^ 

Lbere-iveradatamcssage^^^ 

codcuniquetometrans^^^^ 

a ^oory tabic the device ideation code and the new encryption key (Col 3, lines 54-66). 
data 1, as amended, recites that "at least two of the receivers [are] associated with a set 

twoof the reiver," The Official Ac*— that Aucsmith discloses all the element 
claim 1 except for transmit of a key block containing device keys aviated wilh encrypted 
authorization keys. However, the Applicants submit that Aucsmith fails to teach or suggest that 
atlcostsomedevicekeysa™^ 

disclose, d* each receiver unit individually has a private key (a device key; sec Col. 3, lines 7- 

10.30-48). Jlf „ ct 

Furthermore, the Applicants submit that Marino also fails u, teach or suggest that at least 

two receivers have. * set of device keys, where at least some of these device keys are shared 
^tweenatlcasttworeceivers.as^tcdmcl.iml. Marino reaches that a receiver can have ,t 
own encryption key associated with a particular transmitter's device ID; there is no indication 
that encryption keys associated with a receiver are shared fartra receivers. Rather, Marmo 
teach* that a particular encryption key ..cord is associated with one particular device (Col. 10, 
line 64-Col. 11, line 10). Further, since each device ID transmitted by a transmitter is associated 
with the transnutter and not the reiver, there is no teaching in Marino that the transmitter 
includes a means for transrmthne to all receivers a key block with a plurality of entries, where 
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each entry is associated wit. a different devicekcy, as recited in Claim 1. Rather. Marino's 
transmitter appears to only include a singleDevlce ID » field 30 Q*t 2; Co.. 7, lines .4-50). 

At least by virtue of AucsmUh's and Marine's failure to teach or suggest sharing of 
device key, between receivers, a* recited in claim I as amended, the teachings of Aucsmitb and 
Marino, taken in combination, are insufficient to establish Rafael* ease of obviousness 
under 35USC. § 103 overclaim 1 as amended. Accordingly, the Examiner ta respectfully 

claim 1 and are also allowable over Aucsmirh in view of Marino at least by virtue ol their 



Claim 9, as amended, recites that "the transmitter... transmits. . to all receivers a same 
key block with a plurality of entries, wherein each enU y is associated with a different dev.ee 
key" and that "at least some devi.-.. keys are shared between... alleasttwo receivers." The 

^nnssionofnkeybl^ 

However, the Applicants submit that Aucsmith fails to teach or suggest that at least some de Vl ce 
keys arc shared between receivers, as recited inclaim .. Rather, Aucsmith discloses that each 
receiver unit individually has a private key (a device key, see Col. 3, lines 7-1 0, 3048). 

Furthermore, the Applicants submit that Marino also fails to teach or suggest that at least 
some of device keys are shared between reivers, as recited in claim 9. Marino teaches that a 
receiver can have its own encryption key associated with a particular transmitter's device ID; 

is m indication that encryption keys associated with a receiver are shared between 
wceivtfs. Rather, Marino teaches that a particular encryption key record is associated w.th one 
particular device (Col. 10,lme64-Col. 11. line 10). Further, since each device© transmitted by 
a transmitter is associated with the transmitter and not the receiver, there is no teaching in 
Marino that the transmitter includes a means tor transmitting to all receivers a key block with a 
phirality of entries, where each entry is associ al ol with a diilcrcnt device key, -as recited in Claim 
9. Rather, Marino's transmitter appears to only include a singl e Device ID in held 30 (Fig. 2; 
Col 7, lines 14-5U). 
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At least by virtue of Aucaaith's and Marino's failure to wuh or suggest sharing of 
device keys between receivers, as recited in claim 9 as amended, the teaching of Aucsmuh and 
Marino, taken in combination, are insufficient to establish .prima facie case of obvou**,, 
unto3<URC. §103 overclaim9a S amended. Accordingly, the Examine! is respectfully 
guested to withdraw the rejection of claim 9. Claims 15-16 depend from allowable d*. 9 and 
are also allowable over Auesmith in view of Marino at least by virtue of Heir dependences. 

Newl y Added Claim s 

Claims 21 and 22 have been added. Claim 21 recites that "each receiver [is] associated 
with a set of a plurality of devickcys" and that «at least some device keys arc shared between 

prior art of record. Claims 22 depends upon claim 21 and is allowable at least by v.rtue of its 
dependencies. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested to allow claims 21 and22. 

Conclusion 

Li light of the foregoinft, withdrawal of the rejections of record and allowance oi this 

application are earnestly solicited. 

While we believe that the instsml amendment places the application in condition for 
allowance, should the Examiner have any further comments or suggestions, it is respectfully 
request that the Examiner telephone the undersigned attorney in order to expeditiously resolve 
any outstanding issues. 
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In tbe evenl .hat the fees submitted prove to be insufficient in connection wit 
,f this paper, please charge our DqnU Account Number 50-0578 and pleaso credit 
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KR AMER & AMAlX), P.C. 
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Terry Uf. Kramer 
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